US B-52s, RAF Fairford, England, in Operation Allied Force (Photo by Air Force SSG Randy Mallard)

Operation Allied Force

by Lieutenant Colonel Robert S. Bridgford and Major Luke G. Grossman, USAF

Contrary to many accounts, Operation Allied Force in Kosovo
was not an air campaign conducted solely by airmen and
naval aviators. In actuality, Army personnel played a key role
before and during the course of the campaign.

T hisarticle explainsthetargeting
role the US Army Europe
(USAREUR) Battle Coordina
tion Element (BCE) played in the air
campaign and, more importantly, em-
phasizesthe part Army targeteers must
play in future air campaigns against
ground forces. (The BCE is an ech-
elons-above-corpsorganizationthat re-
cently was renamed battlefield coordi-
nation detachment, or BCD).

Army intelligence personnel are the
experts in the intelligence preparation
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of the battlefield (IPB); their expertise,
experience and analytical capabilities
arecritical to any effectivejoint target-
ing effort against enemy ground forces.
TheOperationAllied Force' sCombined
Air Operations Center (CAOC) at Dal
Molin Air Base, Italy, received limited
tactical-level Army intelligencesupport
beforeand duringitsair campaign, cre-
ating asignificant void in thejoint tar-
geting process, specifically targeting
enemy groundforces. The BCE stepped
in to fill that void to varying degrees
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from the initiation of the crisisin May
1998 through the end of the air cam-
paign in June 1999.

The BCE provided targeting support
in three phases. During Phase |, May
1998 through March 1999, it targeted
fixed sitesinsupport of theforcebuildup
andtheinitial target setsfor thefirst few
days of the air campaign. The second
phase of targeting began in late March
1999 when the Supreme Allied Com-
mander Europe (SACEUR) directedthe
CAOC begin attacking Serbian mobile
ground forces in Kosovo. The BCE
continued to develop and recommend
fixed targets and then develop, track
and nominate mobile targets.

Phase |11 of targeting began 25 May
1999 when Task Force (TF) Hawk in
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Albaniasubmitted itsfirst target nomi-
nations. TF Hawk wasaV Corpsforce
that consisted of Army attack helicop-
ters, a multiple-launch rocket system
(MLRS) battalion (1st Battalion, 27th
Field Artillery, or 1-27 FA) and maneu-
ver protectionforces. Thislast phasefit
within the BCE' s doctrinal role of rep-
resenting and advocatingthe Army force
commander’ s(COMARFOR’s) air sup-
port requests during the Air Force' sair
tasking order (ATO) and execution pro-
cesses. Throughout Phase |11, the BCE
continuedto devel opand nominatefixed
and mobile targets.

Targeting Serbian Ground For ces.
In Phase I, the SACEUR directed the
combined force air component com-
mander (CFACC) focus on destroying
Serbian ground forces in Kosovo. In
responseto theinitial NATO bombing,
theSerbianforcesintensifiedtheir coun-
terinsurgency operations against the
Kosovar Liberation Army (KLA) and
non-Serbian K osovar civilians, thuscre-
ating more casualties and an ever-in-
creasing flow of refugees. The intense
media coverage of the unfolding trag-
edy resulted in the political need to “do
something.”

This political pressure created two
problemsfor the CAOC. First, it had to
conduct what was basically a “move-
ment-to-contact” from 15,000 feet
above the ground using air-to-ground
aircraft without theintelligence sup-
port it needed to target the small

forcesmust attack ground forces, Army
maneuver expertise is needed to deter-
mine the strategy for defeating enemy
ground forces. This strategy includes
determining the priority and focus for
collecting againgt, tracking, targeting
and attacking enemy ground forces.

Trolling for Targets. In April 1999,
the targeting process changed continu-
oudly in an attempt to compensate for
the missing intelligence and command
structure. Techniques for attacking
ground forces included “trolling” for
targets. Aircraft flew over Kosovolook-
ing for enemy forces in the open. This
was not very successful; the Serbswere
smart and limited their operations to
times when aircraft were not flying.

The Serbs also limited their exposure
in the way they conducted counterin-
surgency operations. They positioned
armored vehicles on key routes in and
out of atown and then used artillery to
destroy many of the buildings in the
town. After destroying any organized
resistance and subjecting the residents
to artillery fire, the Serbs then sent in
dismounted troopsto conduct moreper-
sonalizeddestructionandkilling. If they
didn't kill all the residents, the Serbs
created a refugee flow in the direction
they desired.

These small Serbian platoon- or com-
pany-sized elements were the focus of
the air campaign by April 1999. The
Serbs did not present large formations

of vehicles or troops in the open be-
causethey didn’t need large concentra-
tionsof forcesfor their operations. Thus,
the Serbs were able to disperse their
forces. These Serbiantechniquescompli-
catedthe CAOC’ snew missionof finding
and attacking enemy ground forces.

In early April, the BCE began to in-
crease its involvement in the targeting
processat the CAOCinanattempttofill
the intelligence, targeting and strategy
void. Atthat point, TF Hawk wasissued
adeployment order to moveto Albania.
By 9 Apiril, the entire BCE, including
augmentees, joined BCE elements al-
ready collocated with the 32d Air Op-
erational Group (AOG) out of Ramstein
AFB in Germany at the CAOC in Italy.
The BCE prepared to conduct the doc-
trinal roleof supportingan ARFOR (TF
Hawk) in Phase I1. Although TF Hawk
was the de-facto ARFOR, it never was
designatedthel CC nor wasthe CFACC
designatedthe* supported commander.”
In fact, TF Hawk never received em-
ployment authorization from the Na-
tional Command Authority (NCA).

Fixed and Mobile Targets. Up to this
point, a distinction had been made be-
tween fixed targeting and mobile or
fielded forcestargeting. Thereason for
the distinction isthat the targeting pro-
cesswasdivided into these two compo-
nents at the CAOC. The fixed and mo-
bile targeting processes were separate
because of the nature of the targets, the
different planning cyclesrequired and

tactical counterinsurgent elements.
Second, therefugeeflow wasasig-
nificant obstacleto attacking ground
forces because of thefear of striking
innocent civiliansandinternally dis-
placed persons. The CAOC had to
track the movement of displaced
persons and ensure they were a safe
distance away before attacking the
targets. The CAOC focused on care-
fully destroying ground forceswith-
out Army intelligence support to
develop the IPB productsit needed.
Ordinarily, the land component
commander (LCC) would direct the
ground campaign, requestingair sup-
port to augment hisplan. Thelack of
agroundforceandadesignated LCC
created avoid in Army intelligence

the separate approval processes.
Fixedtargeting calledfor traditional
strategic attack (SA) and air inter-
diction (Al) missions against fixed
facilities and infrastructure targets.
The CAOC's intelligence structure
and staff were well-suited to per-
form this doctrinal function. Their
training and knowledgeenabledthem
to perform superbly, given the po-
litical constraints of the rules of en-

at thetactical level and avoidin ex-
pertisetodirect theattack against the
Serbian ground forces. Thisisnot to
say that the CFACC needs Army
help in controlling his aircraft—he
doesn’t. However, when there’'s no
designated LCC or ARFOR and air
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gagement (ROE) and targeting re-
strictions.

Fixed targeting went through arig-
orous target approval process based
on a collateral damage assessment,
the location and type of the target
and any political considerations.
Given these considerations, target
approval authority ranged from the

Inresponse to the initial NATO bombing, the Serbian
forces intensified their counterinsurgency opera-
tions against the Kosovar Liberation Army (KLA) and
non-Serbian Kosovar civilians, thus creating more
casualties and an ever-increasing flow of refugees.

CFACC to the NCA and the North
Atlantic Council.

M obiletargetswere Serbianground
forces, including temporary com-
mand posts, assault bridgesand other
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mobile assets. It might be easier to
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think of the mobile or fielded forces as
forces that normally would be engaged
by friendly groundforces, either through
direct action or through close air sup-
port (CAS) or Al nominations to sup-
port ground maneuver.

The short dwell time of these mobile
targets required a different approval
process. Mobile or fielded forces went
through adifferent series of checksand
ROE considerations before they could
be attacked. The critical factor was en-
suring atarget was neither a convoy of
displaced personsnor aK LA forcefight-
ing against the Serbs. From 15,000 feet,
it'svery difficult toidentify atarget, let
alone determine if it's an Army trans-
port vehicleor atruck loaded with civil-
ians or if it's Serbian artillery or KLA
artillery. During the war, KLA forces
captured Serbian artillery pieces and
used them against the Serbs.

During Phase 11 of targeting support,
the BCE's Plans and Intelligence Sec-
tions continued their effortsto develop,
track and nominatefixedtargets. Asthe
air campaign progressed, the BCE's
Plans Section becamethe proponent for
fixed targetsin southern Serbiaand all

of Kosovo frommid-April until theend
of theair campaign. BoththeBCE Plans
Section and the CAOC targeteers rec-
ognized the unique expertise Army
targeteers brought to the selection and
prioritization of these target sets.

The BCE Plans and Intelligence Sec-
tions were composed of Army intelli-
gence and artillery officers and NCOs
and were, in essence, the missing tar-
geting team. They focused on cutting
lines of communications (LOCs) and
isolating Serb forces by dropping
bridgesand striking barracks, command
posts and any other fixed targets that
degraded the Serbian Army’ s ahility to
conduct counterinsurgency operations.
This fixed targeting process was later
tied to targeting ground forces during
Kosovo engagement zone operations
through the coordinated efforts of the
BCE's Plans and Operations Sections.

CAOC Organization. The fixed tar-
geting processisastandard task of any
AOC and is conducted by the strategy
cell, guidance, apportionment and tar-
geting (GAT) cell, master air attack
planning (MAAP) cell and ATO pro-
duction cell. The BCE Plans Section was

integrated with those cellsinitsdoctrina
role of ensuring the COMARFOR’s re-
quirementsare advocated throughout the
ATO cycle (Figure 1).

In targeting ground forces, require-
ments normally come from the CAS
and Al nominations submitted by the
ARFOR to support the ground cam-
paign. Thiscomponent was missing, so
the only section in the structure avail-
able to fill the void was the CAOC’s
Flex Targeting Cell, which wasrespon-
sible for mobile targets.

The flex targeting cell initially was
comprised of two Air Force officers
who focused onemergingintegrated air
defense threats; it grew to four Army
intelligence personnel shifts who com-
prised the CAOC's Ground Analysis
Cell. The current operations nature of
this small section made it the obvious
choiceto assumetheroleof identifying
emerging ground targets. This is the
role of an Army analysis and control
element (ACE).

Flex Targeting Cell. The CAOC Intel-
ligence Director (C2) understood the
need for Army intelligence personnel to
help target ground forces and pushed

ATO Cycle*
Pre-Cycle E Day -2 E Day -1 E Day
Events ATO Planning ATO Production ATO Execution
CFACC ARFOR CINC’s Brief Publish Begin End
Strategy Strategy ASR to SACEUR/ ATO/ACO/ ATO ATO
Guidance Briefing Input JTF/CFACC SPINS** | Execution Execution
0400z 1030Z 05002 07302 1800Z 03002 02597
Strategy/Intelligence ATO ATO
Development/Targeting/GAT MAAP Production Execution
08002 1500Z 1100Z 1500Z 1600Z 03002
ARFOR MAAP ARFOR Begin Air Ops
Ctrinsurg Ops Begins Airspace ATO Briefed to
Input Input Development CFACC
MAAP Briefed
to CFACC and
Senior National Reps
* All Times in Zulu (Local = Zulu + Two). CINC’s = Commander-in-Chief’s
** Changes to ATO published as needed. Ctrinsurg Ops = Counterinsurgency Operations
GAT = Guidance, Apportionment and Targeting
Legend: JTF = Joint Task Force
ACO = Airspace Control Order MAAP = Master Air Attack Plan
ARFOR = Army Forces Ops = Operations
ATO = Air Tasking Order Reps = Representatives
ASR = Acquisition Strategy Report SACEUR = Supreme Allied Commander, Europe
CFACC = Combined Force Air Component Commander SPINS = Special Instructions
Figure 1: ATO Cycle During Operation Allied Force
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for Army augmentees to fill out his
targeting cell. He pushed for theBCE to
performthe ARFOR ACE function. The
BCE helped the CAOC'’s Flex Target-
ing Cell, but BCE manning did not
provide the personnel and expertise to
replicate an ARFOR ACE. The C2's
reguest for Army intelligence person-
nel was partially filled with the arrival
of an Army Military Intelligence (M1)
captain from Hawaii, several Military
Occupational Specialty (MOS) 96B In-
telligence Analyst NCOs and one war-
rant officer from the 66th M| Group in
Germany. They formed the ground
analysis cell of the flex targeting cell.

Thisground cell had oneor two Army
intelligencepersonnel per shift for most
of the air campaign and grew to four
Army intelligence personnel per shift,
including BCE assistance, by the last
week of the air campaign. The cell be-
cameresponsiblefor buildingandtrack-
ing the enemy ground order of battle
and determining the priority and focus
for collecting, tracking, targeting and
attacking enemy ground forces.

Designatingflex targeting cell respon-
sibility for targeting ground forces and
trickling in Army intelligence person-
nel did not solvethe problem of finding
and attacking Serbian ground forces.
By mid-April, the CAOC had to change
how it developed ground force targets.
TheresultwasK osovo engagement zone
operations.

Kaosovo Engagement ZoneOperations.
These operations were designed to de-
velop targets and the supporting imag-
ery to help the pilots find and destroy
enemy ground forces. They were based
on designating prioritized Kosovo en-
gagement zone area of interest (AQI)
boxes of approximately 20-by-20 kilo-
meters each. Thisfocused intelligence,
surveillance and reconnaissance (1SR)
assets to develop targets within the
boxes. The focuswas on ageneral area
96 hoursout and sel ected AOI boxes 72
hours out. Then the ISR collection as-
sets focused on the three prioritized
AOQOI boxes to develop imagery prod-
ucts for targets.

At the48-hour and 24-hour points, the
AOQOI boxes were validated or redesig-
nated, based on success or failure in
developing targets in those boxes. At
the 24-hour point, a focused collection
effort was put on all targets devel oped
in the previous 48 hours. The resulting
imagery wasconsolidatedintoaK osovo
engagement zone target list for each
AOI; the list was forwarded to the air-
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Serbian detainees are escorted to the Kosovo-Serbian border by Marines from the 26th
Marine Expeditionary Unit. (Photo by SGT Craig J. Shell, 2d Marine Division)

borne forward air controllers (AFACS)
before their missions. This technique
allowed the AFACs and pilots to pull
imagery to help them find and engage
targetsintheir Kosovo engagement zone
AOI boxes.

If the CAOC's Ground Analysis Cell
or BCE identified any emerging tar-
gets, they werepassedtothe AFACsvia
the Kosovo engagement zone opera-
tions cell on the CAOC combat opera-
tions floor. Additionally, any new tar-
gets identified by the AFACs, other
pilots or unmanned aerial vehicle
(UAVs) were added to the AOI target
list.

The Kosovo engagement zone strat-
egy was developed during a daily tar-
geting meeting by an ad-hoc joint tar-
getingteam led by the CAOC’ sK osovo
Engagement ZoneOperationsCell Chi ef
and was comprised of the C2's Ground
Analysis Cell, the BCE's Operations
Section and aNational Collection Man-
agement Cell (NCMC) representative.
L ater, membersof the CAOC'sMAAP
Cell (fixed targets) joined the daily tar-
geting meetings to ensure fixed target-
ing supported K osovo engagement zone
operations.

Thisad-hocstrategy andtargetingteam
triedto compensatefor thelack of Army
intelligence and targeting input from
the LCC or ARFOR but, understanda-
bly, lacked the knowledge, experience,
expertiseand anal ytical capability of an
ARFOR staff and ACE. The team’s
decisions were based on macro-level
intelligencesummaries(INTSUMS), not
tactical-level IPB products. The only
Army intelligence personnel focused
on the ground situation at the tactical-
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level and providing those products to
theCAOCweretheC2 sGround Analy-
sisCell andthe BCE' sIntelligence Sec-
tion. Those sectionshad afull-timetask
of tracking the enemy ground situation,
monitoring displaced person’s move-
ments and ensuring that nominated tar-
getsmet theever-changingROE—aside
from their developing, tracking and
nominating ground targets. The BCE
Plansand Operations Sectionshad daily
internal meetings to determine target-
ing prioritiesfor fixed targeting to sup-
port Kosovo engagement zone opera-
tions.

TF Hawk Joins the Targeting Ef-
fort. The third and final phase of BCE
support to the CAOC targeting began
with TFHawk’ ssubmitting target nomi-
nations on 25 May. TF Hawk’ s partici-
pationinthe processcontinued until the
end of the war, 9 June.

In the last two weeks of the air cam-
paign, TF Hawk passed approximately
600targetstothe BCE asad-hoctargets
for Kosovo engagement zone opera-
tions, which the BCE pushed into the
flex targeting process (Figure 2 on Page
18). The BCE screened thetarget nomi-
nations to ensure they were in Kosovo
and did not violate the ROE or any no-
fire areas (NFAS) or other fire support
coordinating measures (FSCMs). The
BCEtrackedall targetsand pushed them
through the CAOC Ground Analysis
Cell.

TheCAOCGround AnalysisCell veri-
fied the BCE’ sconclusionsthat thetar-
get nominations did not violate any
ROE and checked the targets against
known locations of displaced persons
and KLA forces. If the targets met the
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ATO Cycle*
Pre-Cycle E Day -2 E Day -1 E Day
Events ATO Planning ATO Production ATO Execution
CFACC ARFOR CINC'’s Brief Publish Begin End
Strategy Strategy ASR to SACEUR/ ATO/ACO/ ATO ATO
Guidance Briefing Input JTF/CFACC SPINS** | Execution Execution
0400z 10302 05002 07302 1800z 03002 02592
Strategy/Intelligence ATO ATO
Development/Targeting/GAT MAAP Production Execution
08002 15002 11002 1500Z 1600Z 0300z
ARFOR MAAP ARFOR Begin Air Ops
Ctrinsurg Ops ~ Begins Airspace ATO Briefed to
Input Input Development CFACC
MAAP Briefed
to CFACC and
Senior National Reps
Legend:
COMINT = Communications Intelligence HUMINT = Human Intelligence ops = Operations
ELINT = Electronic Intelligence IMINT = Imagery Intelligence Recce = Reconnaissance
AFAC = Airborne Forward Air Controller KEZ = Kosovo Engagement Zone RBG = Reference Grid Box

Figure 2: Flexible Targeting Process

required criteria, the nominations were
taken to the C3for approval and thento
the Kosovo engagement zone opera-
tions representative in the CAOC. The
representative radioed thetargetsto the
airborne command and control center
(ABCCC) that, in turn, passed the tar-
getsto an AFAC for action.

When the AFAC received the target,
he or another pilot would check the
target location and engage it if he con-
curred the target was positively identi-
fied as enemy. The Air Force never
shied away from striking valid targets;
on the contrary, they were extremely
anxiousto strike all targetsthat met the
ROE.

The targeting process took five to 10
minutes from the receipt at the BCE
Operations Section until the target spe-
cifics passed to the ABCCC.

Therearetwo key pointsto take away
from the 600 targets submitted by TF
Hawk during the last two weeks of the
war. First, thislarge number displayed

18

the capability of an ARFOR using its
intelligence and targeting resources to
push targets to an AOC.

Second, the main reason alarge num-
ber of targetswereidentified during the
last two weeks of the war was because
the Serbs then had to fight a capable
enemy ground force, the KLA, for the
first time during the war. The KLA’s
successin late May forced the Serbs to
counterattack and array some of their
forces in the open, making them much
more vulnerable to attack from the air
than at any other time during the air
campaign.

All TFHawk target nominationswere
submitted via automated deep opera-
tions coordination system (ADOCS)
software as fire missions. ADOCS was
thecommand, control, communications,
computer and intelligence (C*l) system
TF Hawk was most familiar with. The
BCE was loaned several ADOCS
laptops and rapidly became proficient
at using the software for receiving tar-
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get nominations and coordinating air-
space requests in support of TF Hawk
missionrehearsal exercises(MREs). TF
Hawk conducted MREs in preparation
for the use of Apache helicopters in
deep attacks into Kosovo. The CAOC
supported the MREs while continuing
to conduct combat operations.

B-1 and B-52 Strikes—"Heavy
Drops.” Thelast area of targeting was
the “heavy drops’ planned for B-1 and
B-52 bombers. Throughout theair cam-
paign, the BCE, in conjunction with the
CAOC Ground Analysis Cell, devel-
oped assembly area(AA) targetsfor the
B-52 and B-1 bombers. These targets
were suspected Serb Army AAsor lo-
cationswherethey had collectedforces.
AA targets also had to be completely
free of any possible collateral damage
to facilities and away from any known
displaced persons or KLA location. B-1
or B-52 bombers then tried to destroy
all forces or equipment in the AA (ap-
proximately one sguare kilometer).
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A B-52H Stratofortress sits on the ramp as a B-1B Lancer from the 77th Bomb Squadron,

lands at RAF Fairford in support of NATO Operation Allied Force. (Photo by Air Force SSG Efrain Gonzalez)

During the last two weeks of the air
campaign, TF Hawk passed heavy-drop
target nominations to the BCE. The
targets then were refined for the B-1
and B-52 plannersto send amission to
their crews. The BCE Operations Sec-
tion and CAOC Ground Analysis Cell
analyzed each target to determine the
disposition of the enemy forces on the
ground and the best attack means. The
targets were received on ADOCS and
then displayed using its 1:50,000 digi-
tal maps. Aim points were determined
to provide the best weapons' effectson
those forces (i.e., dropping the bombs
going uphill versus downhill so the ef-
fects and force of the blast went into a
bunker or foxhole instead of skipping
over it). The BCE Operations Section
and CAOC’ sGround AnalysisCell per-
sonnel then worked closely with the B-
1 and B-52 planners to refine the aim
points, direction of attack, the stick
length (thelength and width of thebomb
impact and effects) and the sequence of
the strikes.

After the joint targeting team of the
BCE Operations Section, CAOC’s
Ground AnalysisCell andthe B-1/B-52
plannersagreed, aone-meter resolution
image was created with the desired aim
points, coordinates and other critical
information displayed. Thisimagethen
was sent to the aircrew either before or
after they had taken off, along with any
other pertinent targeting information.

Severa techniques were used to en-
hance the effects of the heavy drops.
One technique was to drop ground-
burst munitions on a target and then
delay for several minutes before drop-
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ping air-burst munitionsin the hopes of
catching the enemy moving out after
theinitial strike. Another techniquewas
to follow a heavy drop with air-to-
groundaircraft, suchasA-10Warthogs,
to engage any remaining enemy forces
that might havesurvivedtheinitial drop.
Theseand other techniqueswere devel-
oped based onwatching UAV videos of
heavy drops and the enemy survivors
reactions to the drops.

Theeffectsof those heavy strikesdur-
ing the last two weeks of the air cam-
paign are still being debated and re-
searched, but theinitial reportsreceived
from the field claimed they were very
effective in destroying Serbian ground
forces, particularly intheMount Pastrik
region. Some of the heavy drops were
close enough to KLA forces to have
been considered CAS missions while
most wereprobably moretraditional Al
missions. The B-1 and B-52 bombers
wereextremely effectiveand couldhave
been even more effective supporting an
Army groundforcerequesting CASand
Al support. Their accuracy and flexibil-
ity wastested many timesduringtheair
campaign.

In reading this article it is easy to
misinterpret this information and as-
sume the BCE had the personnel and
capability to fill the intelligence and
targeting void that existed, but that was
not the case. The BCE did itsbest tofill
that void, but the lesson to take away is
that neither the BCE nor the CAOC's
Ground AnalysisCell had themanning,
experience or expertise to replicate—
let alone replace—the ARFOR com-
mander, his staff and his ACE.

Throughout Phases|| and |11 of target-
ing support, the BCE aso was very
busy providing the doctrinal support to
TF Hawk MREs. The BCE would have
been even busier had TF Hawk been
given the order to execute attacks.

If another conflict arises where air
power alone is used against an enemy
ground force and no LCC/ARFOR is
designated or fielded, there must be
augmentation to the combined/joint air
operationscenter (C/JAOC) to perform
the Army intelligence and targeting
functions against those enemy ground
forces.

The IPB is a core competency of the
Army. Our doctrine and theater direc-
tives must reflect that requirement.
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